Introduction
Public responsibility for the conservation of artifacts of historic or aesthetic value is now acknowledged everywhere. One way or another the state will ensure preservation of a Stonehenge or a Grand Canyon as well as a great many lesser cultural icons. We have names for such things -"heritage" and "cultural property" are two of them; "patrimony" is a European counterpart -but these words have no very specific meaning. Many, but by no means all, of the objects we feel constrained to protect are old. They include human artifacts as well as natural objects or places. Though it is customary to say that no one has a right to destroy those things comprising our heritage, many such items, especially works of art, are held and enjoyed as ordinary private goods without public access or regulation of any kind.
This inconsistency illustrates the paradox of historical preservation. As uncontroversial as heritage preservation may appear when one thinks of historic monuments and artistic masterworks, the idea of an officially designated culture seems greatly at odds with modern sensibilities. The very idea of government involving itself in cultural life raises the unwelcome specter of censorship on one side and official propaganda on the other. In addition, there is the more general question of cultural policy as a tool of a paternalistic state that aspires to make its citizens good, a notion that has lost all cachet in our time. In short, state cultural policies appear to be out of harmony with modern ideas about the role of government. Nonetheless they flourish. Obviously there is some very strong attraction to the idea of a common heritage: a people and a community bound together in some shared enterprise with shared values.
How did protection of cultural values come to be viewed as a proper public concern in a modern world centered on the liberty and autonomy of the individual? The pages that follow trace out one historical strand of the story in the hope of casting some light into this rather obscure corner of public policy. [1] As we shall see, there is no deep-rooted theory or philosophy of preservation. The idea that there is some collective obligation to identify and protect cultural artifacts is quite modern.
[2] Only a century ago, the private owner of Stonehenge threatened to sell it. And as recently as 1910, when a syndicate of speculators threatened to pull down the unique fifteenth-century Tattershall Castle, no law in England permitted the government to intervene through its power of eminent domain c discourse. And when it happened, it did so in the most unlikely Periodically, a monarch would show sensitivity to preservation for historic or aesthetic reasons, [4] and society has always identified some things as beautiful or memorable. Such things were saved and passed along through generations. Other things, such as religious relics, were treated as special forms of property deserving veneration.
[5] But for most things, and for most of history, neglect or iconoclasm were far more common than protection.
[6] It took a long time for the idea of heritage to be formulated as a public concern and to become the subject of publi setting.
The place was revolutionary France and the year 1794. Out of a reign of destruction came a plea, a theory, and a plan for protection of cultural artifacts, the genesis of modern preservationist thought. The worst excesses of the Terror had not yet subsided when the revolutionary government asked one of its members, Henri Grégoire, to suggest a response to a proposal to destroy, as unrevolutionary, all Latin inscriptions on monuments. Preparation of the report, dated January 8 1794, induced Grégoire to reflect on the reasons counseling public pro- [1] There is some literature on the subject. See especially Merryman, The Public Interest in Cultural Property, 77 CALIF. L. REV. 339 (1989) , which cite relevant sources. For a highly individual effort to probe the meaning of preservation, see M. GUILLAUME, LA POLITIQUE DU PATRIMOINE (1980) . A. RIEGL, LE CULTE MODERNE DES MONUMENTS: SON ESSENCE ET SA GENESE (D. Wieczorek trans. 1984) comes the closest to a theoretical study of the area. The best book in English on historic preservatio with a comprehensive bibliograp FOREIGN COUNTRY (1985) .
[2] G. Baldwin Brown sets out the early history of historic preservation legislation in his fine boo MONUMENTS (1905) .
[3] Both (1972) .
[4] G.B. BROWN, supra note 2, at 13, mentions Hadrian; Cassiodorus, who served The Great.
[5] See Ba 6 (1980). [6] There has been extensive chronicling of historic destruction. Among the more interesting studies are P. BURKE, THE RENAISSANCE SE PAST (1969) Beginning in August of 1794, Grégoire produced the three reports to the National Convention for which he is best known. The first is entitled Report on the Destruction Brought About by Vandalism, and on the Means to Quell It. Each report was originally requested only as an account of the losses the nation was sustaining. [7] But Grégoire used the opportunity to consider a question that had never before been the subject of legislative attention: Why should caring for paintings, books, and buildings be a concern of the nation? Why, especially in a republic that was beginning radically anew, should monuments [8] redolent of the values of the old regime be respected? Grégoire's reports, which have never been translated into English, [9] stand as the first expression of what has become a modern public policy on c .
[10] These reports, and their background, are the subject of cle.
What has this remote series of events, with destructive mob vio-
[7] Grégoire's writings are not easily accessible. There is a quite unsatisfactory, unedited, and incomplete multi-volume edition of his works, published by Kraus-Thomson of Liechtenstein, which simply reprints copies o eighteenth-century editions, and which carries the name of no editor. One writer said of Grégoire that he was perhaps the most original of all the members of the revolutionary Convention, a body in which "singularity was not at all missing." [25] He fit no preconceived categories. For example, many priests, including the Bishop of Paris, abjured their religious status during the Revolution. Though this was a popular way to show one's revol g in a memorable oration that he was "Catholic by conviction and sentiment, a priest by choice… I invoke the freedom of religion." [26] As the editor of the Abbe's memoirs noted, "the royalists detested him as a revolutionary and as being impious, and the philosophers mocked him for his orthodox christianity." [27] Grégoire's political life was long and active. He was named as a representative of the clergy to the original Estates General that met in Versailles in May of 1789, marking the beginning of the Revolution. He rem ld age. He had a nd did not hesitate to use it. In response to a speaker who out a head, Grégoire ow pposed . at 62; J. TILD, LAME GRÉGOIRE 49 (1946) . e judges in the trial courts, and the responsible for an amendment cle 4 providing that it was "without prejudice to the authority and the com of the Supreme Pontiff." J.
r and to ambition… I shall have lived without cowardice and I want in ained a prominent participant in the succeeding revolutionary legislatures, and was the president of the National Assembly in 1791. He was among the first to take the oath of the Civil Constitution of the Clergy [28] and was named constitutional bishop of Blois in the same year.
He continued to be controversial even into o sharp tongue a asked in 1814 how the Senate could exist with responded with typical directness: "It has gotten on fourteen years n without a heart." [29] As an unrepentant Republican, Grégoire o the establishment of the Empire, and was very disap-
DESPOIS, LE VANDALISME REVOLUTIONNAIRE 194 (1885).
[26] MEMOIRES, supra note 13, at 127; Carnot, Notice historique sur Grégoire, in MEMOIRES, supra note 13, at 234.
[27] Carnot, Notice historique sur Grégoire, in MEMOIRES, supra note 13, at 239.
[28] The document provided that henceforth bishops would be elected by the electors who nominated the deputies, th departmental administrators. Prior to 1790, bishops had been nominated by the king. With some reservations, Grégoire was able to accept this change, though he was to Arti munity TILD, supra note 24, at 26-27 (asserting that Grégoire, though critical of the document, adhered to it as a patriotic duty).
[29] Carnot, Notice historique sur Grégoire, in MEMOIRES, supra note 13, at 273.
1147
proving of Bonaparte, whom he greatly angered by his outspoken criticism, including his refusal to recognize Napoleon's divorce from Josephine. Perhaps it was Grégoire's unbending principle that saved him. After writing Napoleon a rather sharp letter challenging the legitimacy of his crown, Grégoire ended by saying, "[I am] inaccessible o fea t to die without remorse" Furious but obviously admiring of Grégoire's trepidity, Napoleon said, "he is truly incorrigible." [30] The Abbe's memoirs provide what would have been an apt inscription for his tombstone: "I am like granite. I can be broken, but I cannot be bent."
[31]
II. THE SETTING: THE HERITAGE TRADITION AS OF 1789
What was the status of public policy as to cultural artifacts prior to the 1790s when Grégoire began developing his views? The simple answer is that there were no policies in the modern sense, and that protective decrees issued by the revolutionary government marked a notable beginning for preservation as a responsibility of the state. Of course, in policy matters, there are no indisputable points of beginning. A concern with the past had been growing for several centuries prior to the French Revolution, and one might point to both earlier and later developments as the crucial events. England was well ahead of France in attending to its own archeology, and Italy was certainly the leader in taking the historical view of civilization. [33] Alternatively, one might look back to the sixteenth century, when France instituted a royal depositary of every published book, an act that has been described as the "first example of a conscious cultural policy." [34] It is customary to attribute consciousness to the Italian Renaiss famous letter Raphael wrote to Pope Leo X loss of precious antiquities to the Roma century. several centuries (often with little effect) to prohibit or limit the use of materials from classical st uity set the stage for the later sense of indebtedness to history that was not felt during the Middle Ages nor during antiquity.
[36] Grégoire himself greatly admired the classical world, and although there is no known evidence that he actually read Raphael's letter, which was published in 1733, [37] his reports echo the sentiments of that document in a quite striking way.
Grégoire is best remembered for his attack on the revolutio clasts as barbarians whose destruction of France's material n attack on the nation, and whose acts he characterized by c ord "vandalism. ]hy should we bewail the Goths, the Vandals, and other perfidious enemies of the Latin name, when those who above all others should be fathers and guardians in the defense of the poor relics of Rome, have even given themselves over to the study -long study -of how these might be destroyed and disa
In one respect at least, there is no doubt of the influence ael and his Renaissance contemporaries. By the time of lution there was in France, as there was elsewhere in Europ nate admiration for antiquity. A history of the city of Ni ibes the arrival of the French king Francois I in the sixte ry: One saw him, down on one knee ndkerchief the dust which covered the letters of the Roman inscriptions, in order to uncover them a easily. Full of admiration for all these grand and ancient marvels of art, he appeared indignant of the little care that was being taken to conserve them and he showed publicly the displeasure he felt at this negligence.
Perhaps because of that visit, the antiquities of Nimes were made the subject of a remarkable ordinance in 1548:
[ The views expressed in this ordinance were a rarity, however.
[41] The prevailing view was that artifacts and especially structures were just ordinary property that existed at the will of their owners.
Pre-Revolution behavior toward cultural properties is almost unimaginable by modern standards. For example, the crown jewels of France, while they were a "material embodiment of the permanence of the monarchy,… were no less a reserve of metal and precious stones susceptible to be pawned, pulled apart, sold or melted." [42] Chambord, a royal chateau in the Loire Valley that is greatly admired today in its restored condition, was thought too expensive to maintain in the seventeenth century, was allowed to deteriorate, and was then put up for sale. the 'absurd relics' of our 'barbarian predecessors' who 'found time hanging heavily on their hands and set about piling up great barrows and rings of stones' really to be preserved, and that at the cost of infringement of property rights?" [50] This was the setting and situation of patrimonial property at the time of the Revolution. One could find examples of almost any behavior.
Art was appreciated and antiquity admired, yet simultaneously great treasures were sold, neglected, or forgotten and left to the elements. It is fair to say that there was nothing worthy of the name of a theory or a practice of cultural policy.
When the Revolution got underway, it presented a situation without precedent. The expropriation of feudal and ecclesiastical goods, which occurred as an act of revolutionary politics, created a vast store of treasures that formally became collective property.
[51] The seizures made the intervention of the new government in cultural matters inevitable. It was out of those events that a new sort of thinking began. "All these precious objects, " the Committee o n Public Instruction wrote, "that ha 1151 lar o recharacterize cultural arti with a n e Grégoire followed nearly five years of confusio ve been kept away from the people and shown to them only to astonish them, all these riches now belong to the people." [52] Directions issued to the local administrators of these properties noted, "You are only the stewards of an estate for which the 'great family' ca call you to account." [53] It was this conception of a national h that Grégoire later elaborated and developed in his reports.
The change that began with the wide range of artistic, scientific, and historical artifacts as secular icons with both instrumental and symbolic content for the new republican nation. As we shall see, Grégoire coined and applied a whole vocabu- instructions on how to conserve and prepare an inventory of objects important for art, science, and education, adopted by the National Convention's Committee on Public Instruction).
[53] Id. y of invective in order to characterize destruction as desecration. T in this way facts was not only to imbue them ew value, but to create new claims upon them. They became public objects, not only in the ordinary sense of public ownership, but in endowing the public with a portentous stake in their fate.
III. THE REVOLUTIONARY GOVERNMENT'S CULTURAL
POLICY The reports of the Abb n over the fate of artistic, historical, and literary properties. Originally the plan was to sell everything for the benefit of the treasury, but the committee charged with the sale, sensitive to the extraordinary nature of the treasures that had fallen into its hands, proposed the formation of a commission to care for the masterpieces of art, science, and literature in its possession. LOUVRE 19-20 (1965) ). The British Museum was chartered in 1753 by Parliament and supported by public revenues, but was open only to approv s in ad the first modern sense. The Uffizi in Florence was converted in 1743 from a princely art gallery into what one author has called "the first of Europe's truly major public art museums." J. ALSOP, supra note 47, at 118. The same author also says, however, that the Museo Capitolino in Rome "should probably be regarded as the first public art museum," having opened its doors in 1471. Id. at 164.
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Reason, for example, number six read: "Thou shalt cultivate the fine arts; they are the ornament of the state." [57] But these individuals were creating a revolution devoted to repudiation of everythin ancien regime, a regime whose social, political, and religious values were represented in pre-revolutionary art. As Diderot said, "The governors of men have always made use of painting and sculpture in order to inspire in their subjects the religious or political sentiments they desire them to hold." [58] Could the values of the old order be eradicated without eradicating its most prominent physical evidences? The inconsistency of a policy simultaneously urging both destruction and preservation was never resolved by the revolutionary legislatures. But the excesses of the Terror in 1794, and th of Robespierre in July of that year, set the stage for receptivity to th ideas the A
IV. THE ABBE GRÉGOIRE ENTERS THE SCENE
Prior to the work of the Abbe Grégoire, there was no rationa available to counter Diderot's quip of a generation earlier: "[I]f we lov truth more than the fine arts, let us pray God for some icono- Second, that only where tolerance for difference and respect for creativity exist can that flourishing occur. And third, that the pursuit of knowledge and repudiation of ignorance are essential to a process where talent and creativity will blossom. Grégoire's reports on vandalism applied these precepts to the cultural life of France. Grégoire's first task was to respond to arguments urging destruction of "tainted" art. As the quotation from Diderot reveals, this argument was not simply a response to mob fury, but exposed the view that artistic things are especially dangerous because they conceal ood under a mask of beauty. Grégoire's answer was to urge a on the creator of art rather than on the patron, to bring idual to the forefront and to present works of art as examples of pirit -genius and talent realized epublic acquires by its courage what Louis XIV w ception of art than that of the iconoclasts, for the Revolution aspired to free the individual from subjection to a master, and that is just what Grégoire did through his conception of art. The ability to see art as the work of the individual genius behind the aristocrat or clerical patron was a radically modern and secular idea. It is what Grégoire meant when he said "one slanders liberty in supposing that its triumph depends on the conservation or the destruction of a figure where the finger of despotism has left its imprint." [72] Grégoire saw cultural properties as central to the political life of the country in another sense, however. The Revolution, after all, was remaking the nation without the institutions of the crown and the church essentially defined it. How was the new Republic to define its essential quality? Grégoire answered that the essential quality of the Republic reposed in the genius of individual citizens as revealed in the achievements of science, literature, and the arts. The body of artifacts that embodied the best of the people was the quintessence of France, its true heritage and patrimony. Those who were willing to see these artifacts destroyed, or sold abroad as if the nation cared nothing for them he said, were imperiling the most important symbols of the national identity, those things that spoke for what France should aspire to In response to those who demanded destruction of hated symbo as a test of patriotism, Grégoire offered his own definition of what t to be a patriot in a nation committed to liberty. The true pa aces the spirit of liberty, encouraging full realization of dual's own talent and creativity by protecting those things ss the spirit and that can serve as models and inspirations for the . GRÉGOIRE, Rapport sur les destructions operees par le vandalisme s moyens de le reprimer, in 2 OEUVRES, supra note 7, at 265. ncharacteristically, and in a passage of dubious reas régoire ciation of
48 ARCHIVES PARLEMENTAIRES DE
More than the Romans, more than Demetrius Poliocetes, we have the right to say that in combatting the tyrants we protect the arts. We gather their monuments even where our victorious armies penetrate … The R as never able to obtain with huge sums of money. Crayer, Van Dyck, and Rubens are en route to Paris and the Flemish school is being taken en masse to come grace our museums.
Id. at 273-74.
future. This was Grégoire's politically adroit riposte to the iconoclasts, turning the tables on them by appropriating the call to patriotic behavior to his own cause. [74] Finally, and most importantly, Grégoire's reports engaged the fundamental struggle between knowledge and ignorance, and tolerance and fanaticism, that was dramatically being played out in revolutionary politics. The Revolution saw itself as freeing the people from an oppress of nous. ot ral n. [76] the streets doing the destructive acts, the question was, were they the nemies of the Revolution were known -they were the respon Frenc anyth lly going [75] H e, in 2 OEUVRES, supra re tly re to follow us… Did the cathedral of Avranches be ong to all citizens in general; not to any one of particular; thus, it is with the rights ive past and creating a new world. So far so good. But to toss onto the revolutionary bonfires all the works of the past was, to Grégoire, to demean the notion of liberation by converting it into a celebration willful ignorance. This was the Revolution at its most omi Grégoire took it upon himself to redefine liberation in a way that did n disvalue the past. He did this by presenting past achievement as a form of necessary capital that the citizens of the newly liberated nation would have to employ to create their new society. [75] Though it is familiar now, the image of public capital, of cultu artifacts as common intellectual and aesthetic assets, was novel the "The productions of genius and the means of instruction are common ]74] Grégoire faced an awkward tactical problem. Since the revolutionary government itself had decreed in favor of iconoclasm, and the French people were out in enemies of France and of the Revolution whom he had identified? Plainly that could not be the implication of his formulation, so Grégoire invented a villain out of necessity. The e foreigners who wanted it to fail, the emigres who had deserted it, and the counter-revolutionaries within the country. It had to be they who were sible for the destruction, neglect, and sale abroad of the treasures of h genius. Grégoire's thrust was probably never meant to be taken as ing more than a convenient fiction. He certainly knew what was actua on. . GRÉGOIRE, Second rapport sur le vandalism note 7, at 331 ("[T]he monuments of art… are the glory of the nation and… a a part of its wealth. ").
[76] This way of conceiving of cultural property was picked up and made famous by John Ruskin:
They [the buildings of past times] are not ours. They belong par to those who built them, and partly to all the generations of mankind who a long to the mob who destroyed it, any more than it did to us, who walk in sorrow to and fro over its foundation? J. RUSKIN, SEVEN LAMPS OF ARCHITECTURE 201-02 (1969) . Victor Hugo similarly lashed out at real estate speculators who were tearing down admirable monuments of the Middle Ages: "There are two elements in an edifice, its utility and its beauty Its utility belongs to the owner, its beauty to everyone; it thus exceeds an owner's right to destroy it." Hugo, Sur la destruction des monuments en France, in 2 OEUVRES COMPLETES, 571-72 (J. Massin ed. 1967).
Others prior to Grégoire had hinted at a special status for cultural property, but stopped short of developing the idea. Lakanal, for example, had urged protective legislation for works of art, arguing that "they bel them in ,
ÉGOIRE'S BATTLE AGAINST IGNORANCE e, et
. GRÉGOIRE, Rapport sur la bibliographie, in 2 OEUVRES, supra note 211.
," [77] Grégoire said, "national objects which, belonging to no one, are the property of all." [78] Terms like "common property" [79] and "common heritage" [80] appear frequently in his discourses. Cultural artifacts were not only the property of the new nation in a legal sense, but were inherently something that "belonged" -and in right had always belonged -to the nation as a whole. In describing how treasures that had previously been locked up in the castles of the aristocracy would now go into public museums Grégoire said "the people recover their
In the same vein, Grégoire said "a great man is a nati rty," [82] and his campaign to protect artifacts went hand in h as vandals burned books and destroyed sculptures ings, they also victimized individuals of talent. Again, Grég ed, willful ignorance masqueraded as revolutionary fervor. ire put it: On one side one sees the blockheads slander talent to console themselves because they have been deprived of it, and to assert gravely, without distinction of ability either useful or harmful, that a learned person is a scourge on the ate . . . . On the other side… they propose to burn the libraries: eology they say, because it is fanaticism; jurisprudence the sciences, one has no need of th In his reports, he spun out a vision of an advanced, free, and prosperous society, showing exactly why it should nurture philosophers, scientists and poets, in terms that even the "blockheads " would understand. [a]ny enjoyment from the fine arts… 'would make men insensible to the charms of moderate means and simplicity which are so indispensable in a republic. '" [86] The Revolution's anti-intellectualism manifested itself ion. One community proposed to burn all books relating to law.
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[87] Another wanted to get rid of all books that were "licentious, absurd or counter-revolutionary." [88] Still another ordered its librarian "to burn all his books because they were either 'useless or evil.'" [89] As Grégoire remarked, "[H]ow can one avoid a just indignation when book burnings are justified by telling us that the volumes were badly bound [90] "They have judged books by their cover as fools judge men their clothing." [91] The fact is, he said, that there exists, "I won't say a mania, but a furor to destroy and to deliver things to the flames." [92] Revolutionary politics in this context made cultural policy inescapably a public matter. Grégoire, perhaps alone even am who worked for preservation, saw it as not only a matter of pro certain artifacts, but as a much broader issue of public va battle, he said, was against those whose motto was: " [D] istrust that man, for
[84] "Prominent in the winds of doctrine that blew over eighteenth-century sult of luxury and vice, that t France was the notion that the arts were a re flourished only in decadent, over-civilized s subjects of tyrannical rulers." Idzerda, supra note 54, at 19. Of course what Grégoire ca propaganda. But whatever the characterization, the issue was a matter for the community at large to address. For the battle was over public commitment, symbolic and substantive, to the premises of art and science as nation-building strategies. The issue was not and could not be simply a matter of private judgment. The presence of books and museums, the encouragement of scientific enterprise and art, and the existence of a discerning public are all elements of enterprise. Gr break of violence, or a political act of limited duration, but as public statement about public values.
His recognition of the symbolism attached to decisions ab cultural property is rev employed in discussing the issue. In his lexicon, to permit or to encourage des term used in this context, but it was not so at that time. [96] In fact, th Abbe Grégoire is the inventor of the word "vandalism, " a word that has the same form and meaning in both English and French. [97] Grégoire was an inventive genius in the field of invective, which, consciously or not, gave to cultural policy a moral Manicheism that had not previously existed, but which persists to this day. Grégoire labeled those who destroyed monuments "scoundrels," "counter-revolutionaries," "book-burners," "barbarians," "thieves," "villainous hordes, " and "conspirators." The damage they caused, he called "degradation," "dissipation," "pillage," "mania," "destructive furor," "mutilation," "frenzy," "destruction," "fanaticism," "barbarism," "assassination," "destructive rage, " and "rascality." [99] Employing these terms, Grégoire made cultural policy a litmus test of civilized values, and located it in the ideological geography of the French Revolution. The nation decides what it will be as it stands before its artistic, historical, and scientific monuments, hammer in hand. As he characterized it, the decision to a program of education; education in turn is the underpinning for the exercise of liberty and the nurturing of talent and ability; and liberty, finally, is the key to the nation's greatness. To Grégoire, these were inextricable goals that could only be addressed as part of a public program to honor knowledge, achievement, and the genius that generates both. This is how a nation distinguishes itself. "A prejudice destroyed, a truth acquired," he wrote, "are often more important than the ments of Grégoire' a city." [100] One of the most striking ele style is his repeated use of political terms to describe cultural val example: Ignorance is slavery. [101] Thus, Grégoire believed that individuals should be released from the bondage of their own ignorance. Believing as he did that "all t arts are brothers," [102] Grégoire spoke in essentially the same terms whether he was discussing the loftiest of the arts or the daily work of a mechanic. "It was in front of a canvas of Raphael that Corregio knew he was a painter: and it was on seeing a pendulum that Vaucauson realized the direction of his talent. It was on reading the Grégoire made similar observations in his extraordinary discourse on the abolition of patois (regional languages and dialects), which he thought had mired the people in ignorance by cutting them off from modern knowledge and often from the possibility of communicating beyond their own village. H. GRÉGOIRE, Rapport sur la necessite et les mo d 'universaliser !'usage 
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ward a "seamless web " argument for the support of cultural life. He set out to show that there is no line to be drawn between the speculations and creations of intellectuals and artists and even the most down-to-earth concerns of the practical citizen.
To some people, he said, the thoughts of the English philosopher David Hume would seem strange.
[108] Hume said that, in a society where astronomy is ignored and morals neglected, one ought not to expect to find workers capable of making cloth to the degree of perfection that is possible in a society where such arts and values are nurtured. Hume's ctions between disciplines were better understood. "The tree of human knowledge contains all the sciences and the arts, from poetry to algebra, as branches that all grow out of the same trunk and are nourished from the same source.
[109] Thus, the study of ancient medals is equally useful to the science of chronology and to theatrical art, furnishing certainty of historical dates to the former while it provides information about contemporary dress to the latter. [110] Similarly, "anatomy is useful to artists and indispensable to surgeons, guiding the brush that draws the contours of an arm and the hand that restores a dislocation. [111] The relation between ordinary science and art was one that intrigued Grégoire. Just as he so show that revolutionary ideals were at odds with anti-elitist anti-intellectual attitudes, he was concerned to show that tra disdain for artisanal activities was equally misguided. He did not argue simply that there was a continuity rather than a disjunction between art and artisansh Grégoire knowledge required the government to promote the useful as well as the fine arts. This was the essence of his reports on the establishment It would be easy to show in the home, and e republican, Grégoire added, the result of a melding of virtually all the well as the application of the most profound theories of science. For le, it is to chemistry that we owe the beauty and the stability of our dy t is chemistry also that teaches the art of transforming common sand in aphanous mass that furnishes us with glass. Id. the second on May 15 reprinted in 5 OEUVRES, supra note 7, at 308.
égoire made two such reports, the fi VRES, supra note 7, at 281, and at 37.
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Grégoire's programmatic idea was to bring together in a single place the vast collection of machines [that the state had acquired] for the establishment of a conservatory where the judgment of what is best can be made, and where the genius of the [industrial and artisanal] arts will reach out to all who cultivate those arts to enlighten and to encourage their work. [113] Grégoire hoped to bring about a flourishing of French indu ould permit a reduction in imports and thereby make the cou self-sufficient. Grégoire's notion of liberty as the opportunity a nation of self-reliant, competent individuals shaped every asp s hopes for the new France. "The perfecting of the arts iple that preserves liberty; to shake off the yoke of foreign ind assure [the nation's] own independence. economic benefit, or national pride as such, but the sense of completeness and fulfillment that comes from making the most of opportunity and possibility. Grégoire offered the Swiss as an example of what he had in mind:
In the valleys and on the mountains of the Swiss I have seen men with the attitude of virtuous and proud liberty, behind their plows and at the head of their herds, carrying a shepherd's crook, a sword and books. This is the way the French have to learn to govern themselves, t self-sufficient and to defend themselves. [115] 
